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Human Resource Development Review / June 2009 Unfortunately, it has been shown that too few corporations have these organizational skills necessary to nurture, develop, and frame CC practices (Glazebrook, 2005; Pinkston & Carroll, 1994; Poltauer, 2004; Welford, 2005) . This absence not only leaves societal needs unconsidered (Lougee & Wallace, 2008; Porter, 2008) , but also harms the financial bottom line (Fussler, 2004; Lougee & Wallace, 2008; van Beurden & Gössling, 2008) and organizational functioning of corporations themselves (Lacy & Pickard, 2008; Waddock & Smith, 2000) . Nevertheless, organizational structures (Fisher, 2001; Glazebrook, 2005; Kjonstad & Willmott, 1995) , leadership patterns in management (Bird & Waters, 1989; Epstein & Roy, 2001; Fisher, 2001; Grit, 2004; Smith, Simpson, & Chun-Yao, 2007) , a lack of awareness of key stakeholders (Fenwick & Bierema, 2008; Glazebrook, 2005) , often due to a lack of consideration of CC issues in business education programs (Sleeper, Schneider, Weber, & Weber, 2006; Zlotkowski, 2004) as well as a lack of an appropriate rationale of how to nurture, develop, and frame CC practices (Hargett & Williams, 2009; Porter, 2008; Waddock, 2004) , continuously hamper these practices. This article will address the need to increase the organizational skills necessary by analyzing and proposing appropriate organizational intervention techniques through the means of a policy analysis.
Analytical Approach, Stakeholders, Goals, and Objectives
This analysis is driven by an interdisciplinary review of the research literature about CC from an organization development (OD) perspective. Based on this review, a best course of action of how corporations can attain the organizational skills to practice CC will be proposed. In a first step, the stakeholders that need to be considered in this realm will be highlighted. Furthermore, the goals and objectives that such a course of action should achieve will be specified.
The most crucial and powerful stakeholder is, arguably, senior management. Except in rare occasions, no change towards attaining organizational skills to practice CC can be initiated if top managers refuse their support. If those stakeholders do not take an active leadership role in all phases of the change process, the change process in general remains ineffective for the organization at large (Eisenbach, Watson, & Pillai, 1999) . The next most important stakeholders are probably mid-level managers and supervisors (Mirvis & Manga, 2007) . Mid-level managers and supervisors are ultimately responsible for ensuring that change processes are diffused inside the organization. It is at this organizational level that the organizational skills to nurture, develop, and frame CC practices actually begin to evolve and are stocked during the process (Bird & Waters, 1989) . Finally, employees are important stakeholders in the framework of this policy analysis. They not only have to buy into and trust the change processes initiated at higher organizational levels (Fisher, 2001 ), but they are also the stakeholders actually creating, evaluating, and verifying CC practices inside the organization (Epstein, 1989) . Stolz, McLean / ORGANIZATIONAL SKILLS 177 The goal addressed in this policy analysis is to highlight the need to increase the organizational skills necessary for corporations to practice CC and to propose an OD intervention appropriate to develop these skills. Although there are a variety of reasons why too few corporations have the skills necessary, there is one common outcome of this lack of skills: they all inhibit employee involvement in the organizational setting. Employee involvement is crucial for the development of CC practices because it is the employees in general who enable the "institutionalization within business organizations of processes facilitating individual and organizational reflection and choice regarding the moral significance of personal and organizational action" (Epstein, 1989, p. 583) . Only with the help of a broadly involved workforce is a corporation able to take the growing complexity of societal needs and consequences of business practices into consideration (Pirsch, Gupta, & Grau, 2007; Waddock & Smith, 2000) , a move crucial for the creation, evaluation, and verification of CC practices inside the corporate setting. Therefore, corporations have to have the skills to nurture, develop, and frame these practices and processes of employee involvement to enable the creation, evaluation, and verification of CC practices.
Methods
It is the goal of this article to compare three human resource development (HRD) interventions that have the potential of developing the organizational skills necessary for practicing CC and to determine if one approach is better than the others. Four evaluative criteria will be used for this determination: (a) effectiveness of an intervention, (b) administrative ease to realize a particular intervention, (c) costs affiliated with an intervention, and (d) political constraints that are inherent in the choice of a particular intervention. All three HRD interventions under study will be scored according to each of these four criteria. It is now the purpose to present in detail how a scoring scheme for the criteria has been established.
Effectiveness
The proposition has been made that the forces hindering the development of organizational skills necessary for creating, evaluating, and verifying CC practices have a common impact: They all limit employee involvement in the organizational setting. Therefore, the effectiveness of an intervention that develops these organizational skills has to be referred to its predicted positive impact on employee involvement. To measure this degree of effectiveness across the alternative interventions analyzed in this article, the Survey of Employee Access of Teleometrics International (Hall, 2000) has been chosen. This 25-item tool measures the extent to which employees perceive being provided opportunities for employee involvement and according support systems. More specifically, the Survey of Employee Access assesses employee 178 Human Resource Development Review / June 2009 involvement using the following five subcategories: (1) access to problems, both inside and outside the organizational setting; (2) access to the people who are affected by or contribute to the problems; (3) access to information and resources; (4) access to support systems; and (5) access to the solution by having decision-making power. Each of these five subcategories is scored from 0 to 25; scores of 18 or higher are considered "excellent" for Subcategories 1 and 2, scores of 19 or higher are considered "excellent" for Subcategories 3, 4, and 5 (Hall, 2000) . Internal consistency for all 25 items has been indicated by a Cronbach's alpha of 0.90; construct validity has also been indicated to be good (R = 0.75, p < .001; Hall, 2000) .
The objective addressed in this policy article is that a particular intervention will lead to the best possible score of "excellent" for all five subcategories on the Survey of Employee Access within a time frame of 10 years. A score between 5 and 1 will be given for each of the five subcategories, with a score of 5, indicating the highest likelihood that a particular intervention will lead to such an "excellent" result within 10 years and a score of 1 if such an "excellent" result is highly unlikely. The five individual subcategory scores are summed and then divided by 5 to compute a mean effectiveness score for each intervention (Table B1 in Appendix B).
The time frame of 10 years has been chosen to allow changes to have an impact on the results of the Survey of Employee Access (Hall, 2000) and is a middle ground regarding estimated time frames as stated in the literature. The literature itself is unsure which time frame is feasible to expect results from. Nevertheless, it has been stated that such profound changes in employee involvement require between 6 and 15 years (Lau, Kilbourne, & Woodman, 2003) .
Administrative Ease
Administrative ease is defined as the magnitude of change needed in each of the following five organizational subsystems to implement a particular intervention: (a) Management Systems, (b) Training Systems, (c) Performance Management Systems, (d) Information Systems, and (e) Selection Systems. Administrative ease therefore projects the extent to which these subsystems would have to be changed if a particular intervention were chosen. A scale from 5 to 1 is used for each of the organizational subsystems; with a score of 5 indicating the highest degree of administrative ease if a particular intervention were chosen, a score of 1 indicating the lowest degree of administrative ease. The five subsystem scores are summed, and the sum is then divided by 5 to provide a mean administrative ease-score for each intervention (Table B2 in Appendix B).
Cost
The criterion, cost, consists of two components, both of which refer to the same five organizational subsystems as the criterion, administrative ease. First, cost measures the amount of money initially spent to initiate and implement the change processes needed within the five organizational subsystems if a particular intervention were chosen. Second, this criterion also refers to the long-term cost attributed to a particular intervention. Two individual scores for cost are given for each intervention under study. First, the overall cost for change within the five subsystems to initially implement a particular intervention is evaluated on a scale from 5 to 1; with a score of 5 indicating very low cost, and a score of 1 being very high cost. Then, the overall longterm financial consequences are evaluated on the same scale if a particular intervention were chosen. These two scores are summed and the sum is then divided by 2 to provide a mean cost-score for each intervention (Table B3 in Appendix B).
Political Feasibility
Political feasibility measures the degree to which a particular intervention would be supported or rejected by the three main stakeholder groups: Senior management, middle-management, and the employees. A PRINCE analysis (initially developed by: Coplin & O'Leary, 1981; Coplin & O'Leary, 1998 ; used here in adopted format developed by : Fowler, 2009 , named after Machiavelli's political manifest, "The Prince") was conducted to compute a political feasibility score for each intervention. Applying a PRINCE analysis means that each of the three stakeholder groups were scored regarding three of their positions: (a) their issue position (expected resistance to or approval of a particular intervention), (b) their general power position within the organization, (c) and their priority position (how high of a priority a particular intervention is expected to be for a particular stakeholder group). For the issue position, a score between −3 and 3 is given for each stakeholder group; a score of −3 indicates strong resistance to a particular intervention, a score of −1 indicates weak resistance, a score of 3 indicates strong approval, and a score of 1 indicates weak approval. Both the power position and priority position are measured on a scale from 3 to 1 for each stakeholder group; with a score of 3 indicating a strong power position/ priority, a score of 1 indicating a weak power position/ priority. An overall score for the issue position regarding a particular intervention is computed by multiplying the three stakeholder group scores. The same is done to compute overall scores for power and priority position. The overall scores for issue, power, and priority position are then summed to receive a final score for political feasibility for a particular intervention. This final score is then converted to a scale from 5 to 1 in order to enhance the clarity by bringing the final score for political feasibility to a 5 to 1 scale as also used for effectiveness, administrative ease, and cost. The intervention with the highest political feasibility score is given a score of 5. The scores of the other interventions are computed relative to the highest score. The calculations are shown in Table B4 in Appendix B. 
Alternatives for Increasing Organizational Skills to Practice Corporate Citizenship
Three alternative interventions were analyzed for this policy analysis: (a) establishment of parallel structures, (b) implementation of process structures, and (c) the creation of a high-involvement organization. This analysis entails the following policy instruments: (a) system change, (b) capacity building, (c) inducements, and (d) hortatory policy (McDonnell & Elmore, 1987) .
The three alternatives were derived from literature in the fields of CC and OD. Parallel structures regarding CC have been shown to be common, that is, in programs of volunteerism and philanthropy (Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship, 2007; Genest, 2005) . Process structures are one of the primary components of OD (McLean, 2006b ), which again is a primary component of HRD (Cummings & Worley, 2005) . Also, process structures feature elements of both parallel structures and a high-involvement organization, combining and extending them in a unique way. Process structures, therefore, might be considered as in between the other two alternatives under study. Finally, the creation of a high-involvement organization has been asked for in recent CC literature, emphasizing the need for engagement and learning within the organizational context (Appels, van Duin, & Hamann, 2006; Fenwick, 2007; Manga & Mirvis, 2005; Maon, Lindgreen, & Swaen, in press; Wilcox, 2006) .
Alternative 1: Establishment of Parallel Structures
Parallel structures operate next to and in conjunction with formal organizational structures. They provide employees with an alternative setting in which problems can be addressed and innovative solutions proposed, not restricted by the existing organizational structure and culture. Parallel structures can facilitate problem solving and change "by providing time and resources for members to think, talk, and act in completely new ways" (Cummings & Worley, 2005, p. 310) . Especially lower-level employees get the chance to be involved in an arena which is supported by senior and mid-level management (Honeycutt, 1989; Zand, 1974) . Also, parallel structures are easy to implement and administer because the overall structure and culture remain unchanged, as do the performance management and selection systems; the adaptations needed of management, training, and information systems are minor and mostly only temporary (Majchrzak, Rice, Malhotra, King, & Ba, 2000) . This results also in low cost for the establishment of parallel structures. However, Cummings and Worley (2005) clearly defined the drawback of parallel structures: Management defines the conditions under which parallel structures operate, management does not give up decision-making power, and employees are typically restricted to making proposals and to offering suggestions. The impact on the indicators of the Survey of Employee Access is, therefore, rather low-especially regarding access to problems, access to people, and access to solution. Overall, parallel structures are characterized not only by low cost and high administrative ease, but also are limited in their effectiveness regarding increasing employee involvement.
Policy instruments. The establishment of parallel structures requires only a small amount of systems change because these structures are created alongside the formal organizational structure. It also requires only minor adaptations regarding capacity building, solely providing skills to facilitate meetings, and to work in teams (Zand, 1974) . Inducements are not essential because reward systems remain unchanged. Hortatory policies, however, would be important, especially to address the common problem that the linkage between knowledge produced in parallel structures and its diffusion and use in the organization at large has proven to be often missing (Majchrzak et al., 2000) . Hortatory policies, therefore, have to ensure that all members of the corporation get to know about the knowledge produced in parallel structures.
Alternative 2: Implementation of Process Structures
Process structures are more effective regarding employee involvement, but are also more difficult to implement within an organization than parallel structures. Process structures are the formation of multidisciplinary teams around core processes undertaken in a corporation (i.e., product development; Mohrman, Cohen, & Mohrman, 1995) . All functions necessary are placed in one work unit, with few hierarchical levels and departmental boundaries. These selfmanaged teams are composed of multiskilled members who perform interrelated tasks, typically responsible for a complete product or service. Employees are given the knowledge and power necessary to control their own task behaviors with relatively little external control and, therefore, have broad access to problems, people, resources, and decision-making power to be able to fulfill all functions necessary in the production cycle (Achrol, 1997) . The key issue for management is boundary management: How to design the interface between self-managed teams and its environment.
The impact on effectiveness is high because employees have broad access to problems, people, decision-making power, information, and resources. However, process structures score low in administrative ease because the new functions require considerable changes in management systems, training systems, performance measurement systems, information systems, and selection systems (Cummings & Worley, 2005) . Also, the abandonment of hierarchies and the need for a new set of skills can especially threaten mid-level managers and supervisors (Cummings & Worley, 2005; Herzig & Jimmieson, 2006) , reducing the political feasibility of this alternative. Despite these hindrances and the costs attributed to resolving them, senior management today nevertheless tends to be favorable regarding the introduction of process structures because long-term administrative costs can be reduced (Cummings & Worley, 2005; Goodman, Devadas, & Hughson, 1988) .
Policy instruments. Systems change is essential when implementing process structures, as is the appropriate capacity building of management and employees to enable them to fulfill the new functions demanded by process structures. Furthermore, skill-based performance management systems have to be established (Lawler, Mohrman, & Benson, 2001 ). However, the identification of the appropriate processes inside the corporation to form process structures around-and the appropriate change of management, training, and performance management systems thereafter-is often difficult to determine (Cummings & Worley, 2005) .
Alternative 3: Creation of a High-Involvement Organization
In high-involvement organizations, almost all organizational features are designed jointly by management and workers, including structure, work design, information and reward systems, and personnel policies. Therefore, highinvolvement organizations score high on effectiveness regarding employee involvement. However, the creation of a high-involvement organization scores low on administrative ease and political feasibility. Employees and management have to change fundamentally their way of perceiving, thinking, and behaving at work (Blumenthal & Haspeslagh, 1994) , which is resisted especially by midlevel management when having to give up power positions in favor of leaner structures and flatter hierarchies (Bird & Waters, 1989; Cummings & Worley, 2005; Fisher, 2001; Herzig & Jimmieson, 2006) . Broad changes in management and training systems are needed (Epstein, 1989; Grit, 2004; Zlotkowski, 2004) , as are changes in performance management systems towards skillbased pay systems (Lawler et al., 2001 ) and in selection systems (Greiner & Bhambri, 1989) . Nevertheless, the creation of high-involvement organizations have increased over the past several years (Cummings & Worley, 2005) , mainly because of the financial long-term gains attributed to them (Guthrie, 2001; Pfeffer, 1995) .
Policy instruments. The creation of high-involvement organizations necessitates system change and capacity building on a large scale. Reward systems and hortatory policies are equally affected. Nevertheless, due to possible financial gains, senior management is not unwilling to support the creation of highinvolvement organizations. However, financial gains cannot be expected in all situations. The creation of high-involvement organizations triggers complexity not all corporations are able to handle (Cummings & Worley, 2005) . Forrester (2000) gives an estimate of situational contingencies that seem to favor highinvolvement organizations: small organization size, new start-ups, and high quality products and services as an important determinant.
Stolz, McLean / ORGANIZATIONAL SKILLS 183 The alternatives described above have different impact on the criteria, and no one alternative stands out. To select an effective alternative that is reasonable to administer and takes cost and political constraints into consideration, evaluative methods are needed. The next section discusses the strategy used to summarize and compare the alternatives.
Evaluative Methods-The Strategy Used to Compare Alternatives
The alternatives proposed are analyzed on the basis of the four criteria defined above by using a scorecard. The overall results of this analysis can be found in Appendix A. Each of the four criteria consists of two to five individual indicators, and the impact of each particular alternative on each indicator is determined based on the research literature (see Tables B1 to B4 in Appendix B). An overall score for each criterion is then computed based on the particular indicator scores. In a last step, the four criteria scores are summed to receive an overall final score for each alternative (Appendix A). In this last summation, the value of the effectiveness score is counted twice to emphasize the importance of the objective to enable corporations to achieve the best possible score of "excellent" (Hall, 2000, p. 8) for all five indicators on the Survey of Employee Access within a time frame of 10 years.
Looking at the total scores, it can be seen that the implementation of process structures attained the highest score (18.49), followed by the establishment of parallel structures (17.00) and the creation of a high-involvement organization (16.36). The alternative proposing the implementation of process structures, in this particular example, rose to the top due to the fact that it scored reasonably well across all four criteria in comparison with the other two alternatives. Establishing parallel structures is easy to administer with low costs and low political resistance, but effectiveness is also low. Creating a high-involvement organization is very effective, but also very difficult to administer with a high amount of political resistance. The implementation of process structures is almost equally effective while at the same time scoring higher on administrative ease; the costs and the political resistance are lower than if a high-involvement organization were created.
For the implementation of process structures, a very positive impact on the indicators of the Survey of Employee Access (Hall, 2000) can be projected, giving employees sufficient access to problems, people, resources and information, support, and decision-making power. Furthermore, the administrative changes are not as far-reaching as when a high-involvement organization would be created. Nevertheless, administrative challenges have to be mastered and initial high costs need to be considered. This analysis is constrained, however, because some unintended consequences can emerge. Even if the resistance of mid-level management can be overcome, Herzig and Jimmieson (2006) emphasized that mid-level managers often experience problems trying to fulfill the complex demands of leading in process structures; a problem that has to be addressed through training or the hiring of new managers (Cummings & Worley, 2005) . Another problem is the fact that the identification of processes around which process structures can and should be created are sometimes difficult to determine, with the consequence of making the appropriate adaptation of management, training, performance management, information, and selection systems difficult (Cummings & Worley, 2005) . Also, the diffusion of knowledge created in a particular process structure inside the whole organization is difficult, sometimes leaving the corporation completely unaware of the existent expertise (Majchrzak et al., 2000) . This results in redundancies and waste of energy, because solutions are recreated inside a particular corporation without being aware that this solution already existed within another process structure inside the overarching organizational structure (Cummings & Worley, 2005) . Therefore, when thinking about the implementation of process structures to increase employee involvement, these unintended consequences need to be considered and resolved.
Discussion
This policy analysis set out to propose ways for corporations to increase their organizational skills to enable them to practice CC. To increase these skills, the implementation of process structures has been proposed. To implement this sort of process structures in a corporation, the following 10-step approach is proposed; including the policy instruments of system change, capacity building, inducements, and hortatory policies. This 10-step approach is based on CC literature and also on propositions made in the literature about processes of OD and organizational change.
1. Senior management has to set the stage by sanctioning the efforts of implementing process structures and by granting legitimacy to the arenas in which this implementation will take place (Cummings & Worley, 2005; Maon et al., in press; Purvis, Sambamurthy, & Zmud, 2001 ). 2. With this legitimacy awarded from top, it is the middle and lower levels of the organization that should set out to analyze their work systems in order to discover how they are operating, so that well-designed process structures can be designed and implemented (Majchrzak et al., 2000; Manga & Mirvis, 2005; Mirvis & Manga, 2007; Nonaka, 1994) . 3. Methods of control have to be diversified. Mid-level and line managers exercise outcome-based control in their work units during the implementation process, so that localized expertise and adaptations can be directly interrelated with the production processes of this particular unit, allowing knowledge to be created and integrated in the particular work processes. Senior management oversees the units' function with behavior-based control along the way, ensuring that the work units have the appropriate skills to actually interact with their fullest potential (Henderson & Lee, 1992; Purvis et al., 2001 ). 4. Modes of change have to be diversified. Organizations very often change by adapting the whole organization through evolutionary and/ or life-cycle modes of change (van de Ven & Poole, 1995) . First, an evolutionary mode of change probably is a prerequisite for adopting process structures in the first place, replacing "old" structures and procedures. Organizations then often send their employees through predescribed and well-defined life-cycle stages in the adaptation process, including large investments in time for learning to occur and large amounts of money for training purposes. However, the awareness that new structures not only necessitate evolutionary and life-cycle modes of change, but also teleological changes with fast and small cycles of "goal formulation, implementation, evaluation, and modification of goals based on what was learned by the entity" (p. 520) is needed. Nevertheless, change taking place too fast and too frequently can "lead to random drift rather than improvement" (Levitt & March, 1988, p. 334) . The diversification of modes of change inside an organization therefore might make both continuous modification and thorough implementation possible. 5. Especially mid-level management requires new and different skills, including knowledge of process structure principles, group dynamics, understanding of both the task environment and the team's technology, and the ability to intervene in the team to help. Senior management has to sanction support systems with which midlevel management can acquire these necessary skills (Cummings & Worley, 2005; Day, 2000; Hernez-Broome & Hughes, 2004; Herzig & Jimmieson, 2006) . 6. Communities of practice as "social spheres between project teams and knowledge networks" (Allee, 2003, p. 123) have to be created, building a "system composed of a set of complex and overlapping task networks" (Mohrman, Klein, & Finegold, 2003, p. 37) regarding CC. An organization has to be aware of these complex systems and has to nurture these communities by letting people define personal and collective roles. Time, space, and resources for employees to work together and to manage skills in a way that new roles can be defined have to be provided. This "generates both tangible and intangible value through complex dynamic exchanges" (Allee, 2003, p.192) , thus establishing "system-wide social and cultural processes that enable individual employees and managers to grow" (Leskiw & Singh, 2007, p. 453 ). 7. Performance management systems have to be established to reinforce the behaviors needed in process structures. Especially, mid-level management has to prepare skill-based developmental plans for individual employees and selfmanaged work-teams as a whole and set measurable benchmarks. Performance appraisal systems of mid-level managers, on the other hand, should be conducted in a group format, with feedback and involvement by team members, peers, and higher-level management within the community of practice (Cummings & Worley, 2005; McLean, 2006b ). 8. All members of the corporation have to be provided with information and data to be able to assess their work unit continuously and to make necessary changes and improvements. Communication systems have to be established in order to diffuse information and knowledge within the organizational setting accordingly (Cummings & Worley, 2005; McLean, 2006b; Netteland, Wasson, & Mørch, 2007) . 9. Collaborative monitoring efforts continuously have to take place inside the organization. Agreed-on measures have to be established and provided to all organization members in the first year of the change effort in order to enable them to collaboratively monitor whether appropriate skills, resources, and information are provided and whether Management Systems, Performance Appraisal Systems, and Selection Systems are adapted to process structures. Even though monitoring is accomplished collaboratively, it is senior management that has to process, acknowledge, and feedback the results and make continuous adaptations based 186
Human Resource Development Review / June 2009 on them. Overall, processes of monitoring have to be installed in the daily business practices of the corporation to establish feedback loops that are not dependent on quarterly results or annual reports (Brinkerhoff, 2003; Holton III, 1996; Kirkpatrick, 1959 Kirkpatrick, , 2004 Phillips, 2007) . 10. The evaluation of outcomes has to be initiated by senior management, but would best be administered by independent outside agents to ensure the impartial representation of the results (for external standards and certifying institutions see : Castka & Balzarova, 2008; European Commission, 2006; OECD, 2001; United Nations, 2008; World Bank, 2008) . Even though a time frame of 10 years was chosen for this analysis, evaluations should not only take place after this time period, but also should be undertaken in regular intervals. These evaluations could be administered every year and could be included in the annual report. For the purpose of these evaluations, the Survey of Employee Access (Hall, 2000) can again be used to assess whether the organization made progress towards reaching the objective. If problems became obvious, the results can be compared with those of the monitoring efforts to find solutions to further adapt and enhance the change process.
Having provided an extensive list of strategic interventions to increase the organizational skills necessary to practice CC, an important limitation of this list and this analysis has to be highlighted. It is especially the (inter)cultural aspects that are not sufficiently considered. The discussions about CC and the tools proposed to increase organizational skills to practice CC are implicitly referring to an economic setting as found in industrialized nations in a Western context. Also, different organizational cultures-shaped by various sources-are not accounted for. It is a challenge for future research and business practices to locate the discussions and tools in a global and cross-sectional arena, taking (inter)cultural aspects and divergent assumptions about the scope and role of the corporate sector in society as well as preexisting organizational dispositions into consideration.
Implications for HRD and Future Research
The authors of this article are aware of the fact that a rather new thread of argument is put forward within the field of HRD by proposing a best practice for developing organizational skills to practice CC. It is of course not uncommon that HRD occupies itself with complexities that come about by the fact that organizational entities are embedded in larger societal contexts; especially if it is taken for granted that organizational structures are becoming ever more permeable (Post, 2002) . However, the target of impact that a particular study about these complexities would focus on mostly remains on the intraorganizational level; even though for example, employee involvement inherently has the potential to show impacts well beyond the organization by possibly enhancing the sheer well-being of an employee, thus also possibly showing positive consequences on family life, health, and so on. This article has proposed a best practice that enhances the organizational skills necessary to practice CC by enhancing employee involvement through the implementation of process structures. A rationale for this proposition has been given above. Nevertheless, it is important to note that by making this proposition, this article implicitly challenges the assumption identified by Crane and Matten (2008) "that corporations and citizenship are ontologically autonomous concepts, that citizenship is in some way independent from the values, actions, and impacts of corporations" (p. 31). Thus, the impact of this study in it's' essence really focuses on the complexities of larger societal contexts, of which corporations and their well-being are necessarily a part of. By choosing to have this kind of target of impact-and by generally considering corporations having an impact on "how we think about and valorize particular notions of citizenship" (Crane & Matten, 2008, p. 32 )-an argument is framed that views intraorganizational complexities from a slightly different perspective. It is not about how environmental complexities frame (intra)organizational processes and behaviors, it is about how organizational complexities have the potential of framing the social environment.
It has to be said that this approach is by no means all new. The awareness for the power of HRD tools within broader social systems has been acknowledged, notably in the realm of National Human Resource Development (McLean, 2004 (McLean, , 2006a . Nevertheless, establishing a systematic understanding for what that really means for HRD practice within a corporate setting has only just begun. Fenwick and Bierema (2008) state that HRD is so far "only marginally involved or interested" (p. 24) in this realm, even though they see HRD units as "well positioned" (p. 25) for that purpose, because it involves issues of HRD that are familiar.
Future HRD research therefore might first invest in coming to a clearer understanding about the impacts that HRD efforts might show regarding issues of corporate responsibility as well as regarding citizenship in general. Second, existing HRD tools and frameworks might be concretely applied to these issues-as undertaken by Foote and Ruona (2008) when discussing implications for HRD professionals when institutionalizing ethics, by Frisque and Kolb (2008) when analyzing the effect of training on office professionals when encountering ethical dilemmas, or by Hanson (2006) when investigating corporations' influence on national development and national identity.
Conclusion
This policy analysis has been undertaken with the conviction that the problem that too few corporations have the organizational skills necessary to practice CC needs to be addressed by HRD frameworks. The question has been asked about what strategies can be used to address this problem. It has been suggested that the establishment of process structures are a way to nurture, develop, and frame processes that continuously create, evaluate, and verify CC practices inside a corporation, thus developing these organizational skills necessary. A 10-step approach has been outlined to meet the challenges inherent in this approach. Also, the challenges that this kind of work most generally entails The alternative with the highest overall score will be chosen. The total is computed by summing up the individual criteria scores. The criteria effectiveness is counted twice. All scores are measured on a scale from 1 to 5 (this implies that the highest score for effectiveness is 10, as this criterion is counted twice). For the criteria effectiveness and administrative ease, a higher score indicates a higher degree of effectiveness and administrative ease. For the criteria costs and political feasibility, a higher score indicates lower costs or lower political constraints respectively. See Appendix B for the computation of the individual criteria scores.
for HRD frameworks and research have been highlighted. In the end, a study has been brought forward that deals with nothing more and nothing less than with HRD's stake in citizenship and social cohesion. NOTE: A scale from 1 to 5 is used (5 = very low costs, 3 = medium costs, 1 = very high costs). The scores of the two indicators are summed, and the sum divided by 2 to produce an average costs score for each alternative. These average costs scores are then used for the Overall Scorecard (see Appendix A). 
